-NOV, 16 200% 4:56PM HARDING ESE KO, 8427 P 3

Mezting Summary
U.S. Route 34 Gulfport to Monmouth
Second NEPA/404 Merger Mecting
September 25, 1998

The purposs of the second NEPA/404 merger meeting was 1o gain concwrence for the alternates
recommended to be carried forward as final alternates for the U.S. Route 34 Gulfport to Monmouth
study. In addition, toward the end of the mecting, the merits of keeping this project in the NEPA/404

merger process were discussed.

The merger mecling attendees included:

Paula Green 1IDOT John Betker USACE
Dave Clark IDOT Mike Bruns IDOT
Steve Hamer IDNR Sherry Kamke USEPA
Joha Anderson IDOT Pete Frantz IDOT
Paul Niedernhofer IDOT Tom Lacy IDOT
Deanis Johnson FHWA Ken Park IDOT
Keith Hoernschemeyer FHWA Gary Baker QST
Barb Traeper IDOT Lee Austin QST
Rich Nowack IDOT Kris Erickson QST
Kathy Ames iDOT

A brief presentgtion was made outiining the consensus points that had taken place and been concwrred
with prior to this meeting. Those items included: the roadway from Carmen Road to U. S. Route 67 will
be a four-lanc expressway; the southeast bypass of Monmouth has been eliminated from further
consideration for this project; the environmental process for this project will continue as an EIS process;
and the process of evaluation and recommendstions for elimination of many preliminary alternatives.

The enviroumental constraints of the project arca were briefly reviewed. It was noted that wetland
impacts for each of the recommended remaining alternates ranged from just under 1 acre to just under 2
acres. .

It was noted thet in the Monmouth area, studies are ongoing to determine the type of facility that will
uitimately be constructed on the existing alignment. The alternatives include upgrading the existing
expressway, converting the existing to a freeway, or possibly upgrading of the expressway and including
an interchange in the Main Street area. No recommendation was made at this time and, therefore, no
request for concurrence on these options.

M. Gary Baker then explained the process that was undertaken to eliminate or retain alignments and the
tabulation of impacts associated with each of the alternates studied, The labeling scheme for the study
sections was also explained. Currently, there are three sections whereas five sections were utilized
previously when the number of study alternates was greater. The criteria utilized to evaluate the study
alternates {i.e., Table 3-1) were also explained. Relative to the first round of altemate evaluation, the
criteria used for the recommendation of the final study alternates were more extensive, including several
categories related to agricultural impacts.

Mr. Baker reviewed the evaluation and recommendation for SectionI. The recommended altemate in
this area is IM2B (Yellow), which has 0.85 acres of potential wetland impacts and four stream CTOSSINgS
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(two perennial, two intermittent). In Section I there are two wetland areas near existing Route 34 along
the north side that would be directly impacted by the recommended alternate. Mr, Lee Austin provided
additional information on these areas presenting options that could be used to minimize impacts. Further
study will be done in this area to study the extent of impacts on the wetlands, in particular the seep area
and residences that are on the south side of existing Route 34. It was agreed that the selected alternate
was appropriate to be taken into the final evaluation.

Mr, Baker then reviewed the evaluation and recommendations for Section I1. The recommended
alternates to be carried on as finsl slternates in this scction are IB4B (Purple) and 3G4B (Yellow).
Alternate 3E4B will potentially impact four scparate wetland locations totaling 0.89 acres, and include
ten stream crossings (one perennial, nine intermittent). Alternate 3G4B will potentially impact one
wetland for a total of 0.12 acres and involves six stream crossings (one perennial, five intermittent).
Alternate 3G4B is preferred by the study team due to the potential for reduced overail environmental
impacts, however, 3E4B will be carried through the evaluation of the final study alternates in order to
draw a comparison between farmland impacts and impacts to residences and businesses. 1G4B wil] also
provide the possibility for a future interchange af IL 94/116, which would not be feasible along 3E4B. It
was agreed that, as recommended, both alternates were appropriate to be carried forward into the final
evaluation phase and prescented at the next public meeting.

Section [T alternates were review by Mr. Baker. The recommendation for Section III is to retain
alternates 5B (Purple) and SE (Yellow). Bach of the alternates within Section III impact the same
wetland area, with the exception of Alternate SE. Alternate SB would potentially impact one wetland
(0.01 acre), and cross six intermittent streams/drainages. Alternate SE will not impact any wetlands, and
will cross 13 intermittent streams/drainages. It was agreed that the recommended alternates were
appropriate to be taken into the final gselection.

Based upon the results of the evaluation, and consensus on that process, the finel study alternates will be
carried forward and evaluated from end 1o end (j.e., terminus to terminus) rather than in sections.
Therefore, the recommended fina) study alternates will be:

+  IM2B, IE4B,5B:

. IMZ2B, 3E4B, SE;

»  IM2B,3G4B,5B; and -

* IM2B, 3G4B, 5E.

The following statements were made by agency attendees:

J. Betker, (Corps. of Engineers) - The wetlands evaluation must use the Food Security Act
Manual (NRCS) within the agricultural fields. He was concerned that as the mapping does not
show any wetlands in these areas, that farmed wetlands may have been missed. Mr. Betker
mdicated that [DOT, INHS, and/or the consultant has to consult with NRCS in order to certify
the presence or absence of farmed wetlands within the vicinity of the final study alternates. The
determination procedures within agricultural fields must follow those outlined in the Food
Security Act. IDOT and QST artendees did indicate that NRCS wetland mapping had been used
carly in the data acquisition and constraints mapping process.

1. Betker, (Corps. of Engineers) - With the new rules that may be implemented, it i possible that

the project could fall under & pationwide permit category for linear public transportation
improvements. This should be kept in mind as the project proceeds.
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Steve Hamer from IDNR indicated that the “sand hill prairie” area near Gladstone Road would

not be seriously affecteq if there were some cutting as preliminarily indicated along the north
side of U.S. 34 cast of Gladstone Road (IL 164). Efforts should be made to minimize the
necessary cuts into the hillside.

——
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AmeeﬁngwgsheldmmembﬁsoftheWmm:HmdmonFarmBmeauonMarchzs,

1997 1o

ity for the to express their views and opinions of

provide an A
the Route 34 Project. (Sign-in sheets are attached). The discussion is sammarized herein:

Lorrie Mattes, of the Warren-Henderson Farm Bureau provided an introduction to
the meetng.

Kevin Rund, Director of Local Government for the Dlinois Farm Bureau presented
*Whea A way Comes Your Way.” His presentation provided a thorough

} orthelocalfatmlngcommunitymmceventofanewhighwag i
planned for their arca, suc_:haswilhttwimprovememstoU.S.Route 13. i
s]:dwmﬂnpresmtanonumluded: .

Major Phases of a Highway Project

Preliminary Planni
Public Involveﬁ;%t
Final Planning

Land Acquisition

Design Plans and Bids
Construction

Highway Construction Vocabulary . . - for example:

Adverse Travel
Damage 10 i
FEminent Domain
Quick Take
Construction Easement

Tips on Self Help
Drainage referencing the 1L, Drainage Law ("'maintain flow as it has been'")

Access

Direction of Travel
Construction Eascments
Public Utility Easements

Kevin's message was to ask questions, and to stay involved throughout all phases of
the project development Process.

Dale Risingez was then introduced; he rovided introductions of the IDOT and ESE
project team. Dale complimented Mr. on his presentation stating how well 1t
presents the need for communication from the local property OWnets. He went on to
noteﬂmatthiSPhaseofﬂneprojectmconsideredtolastaduraﬁon of three years.

Farmbur.mtg/march 25 1
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Furthermore, at this time there is no funding for construction or even for the next phase
contract plan preparation.

Iv.

Gary Baker, Project Manager for Environmental Science & Engineering, Inc.
described the Study Process and where the project is currently within that process.

The primary of this meeting is for the Study Team to listen and to obtain
inpug from m farming community, He stressed the early public involvement
through a pair of Public Information meetings in September where there had been no
ived ideas of where the new road/rélocation would go or what typeof
ility it would be. The purpose of the early public meeting is to engage the public
early for the express purpose of garmering input of local characteristics and farming
operations.

ESE has used the time between public involvemant activities to gather local
information from a variety of sources and to coordinate with the public agencies
which look out for the best interests of the community. They have also studied the
areas traffic characteristics, safety/accident issues, and results of the origin-
destination survey that was conducted last May.

Gary%keofthequmﬁomairethatwasdistﬂbmedinthesmdymlasx . More
than 1 waereunned.Ar:msisofpubﬁcoomments:Whatwas idered to be
the most important issues to the U.S. Route 34 project, included traffic and
in particular truck traffic and farmland iny . The most recorded problems
perceived along the existing road were egré truck traffic and congestion. The
study team uses this information as one of the elements in their decision-making
process.

Mr. Baker went on to describe the recommended study corridor and the additions,
deletions and omissions as compared to the corridor approved in 1970. He
mentioned a suggestion to the corridor to the south to Dutch Row Road as
not meeting the needs of the local communities.

The Definition of Freeway/Expressway was briefly described as well as the
components of the evaluation of the Freeway versus Expressway options.

The recommendations of these studies are ted to be far enough along for
discussion at the Focus Group Meeting which will be held in the next several weeks.

Also an additional public meeting has been planned, not originally scheduled, but
determined to be important to refurn to the public to discuss theon%hoingworkand
project-related events. The project team enco public input. Therefore, this
adgm' onal public meeting is being scheduled, and should occur within the next
couple of months.

Gary went through the Study Process board to illustrate where the project team
currently is in the larger scheme. The result of this process, the location study
process, is design approval.

Charlie Barton for H)Or’sl‘agﬁokn about land acquisition issues: process, survey,
appraisals (market app and income approach), and negotiation.

Farmbur mtg/march 25 : 2
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VI. Questions From the Attendees
When would IDOT begin land acquisition?

IstheeudsﬁnEROWforUSRthcingconsideredforuse? (Some discussion
occurred wi to roadway characteristics and expressway vs. freeway issues as
theyrelatctomeuscoftheexisﬁngroad).

Doapmt;mfﬁcjusﬁfg:freeyfay? . .
Towa criteria is different m Hlinois; IDOT considers freeways when looking at
volumes of 8,000 ADT, or . However, system li e'is important w
msideﬁngtﬁedacisimof number of lanes for a p road (2 vs. 4 lanes).

Would IDOT buy ty with the purpose of displacing businesses?
ROW acquisition occurs access control and in areas of interchanges. There are
mmno&sofa:pandedkowmchammoerminamsbmme of access issues, not

to ex ively displace businesses.
IDO‘F[&'?lWHk{lybuﬂdaninMchangeatCarmenxd. i
IDOT cannot buy more ROW than is required for the project.

Downintbebottoms-howhighwﬂlthenewroadhavetobe?

Within floodpiain, the Department mayassumesomeﬁskofﬂooding the road versus
the significant additional cost of raising the profile. IDOT will look at the best usc
of pavement for the citizens of Tlinois

Whynotastraight]jncﬁ:omBuﬂington_toRouteGT?
Asu-aightl_inemaynotplckupmemanmumamountofmfﬁc.

4-lani 61inIA,willthatmtimpactthcusageofthismadandthmforeaffectﬂﬁs
Proj % That is in a different location.

Ifﬂmreisaﬁrwpmopposiﬁmmthis iect, does IDOT want to hear from them?
We want to hear the concems whether for or against.

Will cemeteries be mved? IDOT will not move a cemetery for this project!

kmcxemmédéforbuﬂﬁngmmeﬂmdpldn?
Theprojecttmmwi]llookatthehejghtofmemaﬂinrelaﬁontotheﬂoodplai.tland

will Jook at benefits and costs associated with roadway placement and height.

Farmburamtg/march 25 : | 3
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U.S. ROUTE 34
GULFPORT TO MONMOUTH

March 25, 1997
Warren-Henderson Farm Bureau

ﬁ Please PRINT your name and address so we can add you o the mailing list u
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U.S. ROUTE 34
GULFPORT TO MONMOUTH

March 25, 1997
Warren-Henderson Farm Bureau
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